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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Upon further examination, the Examiner has concluded that the disclosed first 
and second "Preferred Embodiments" do not constitute patentably distinct species. The 
election of species requirement mailed 8 September 2005 is withdrawn. Claims 1- 
20 will be examined on the merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-5, 8, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0051644 to Sugimoto 
et al. in view of U.S. Patent 6,079,693 to Ettinger et al. 

In regards to Claim 1 , Sugimoto et aL teaches a substrate processing apparatus 
(Figure 9) that removes an organic matter from a substrate W with use of a removal 
liquid (Paragraph 13), comprising: a process chamber 1051 directed to an organic 
matter removal process; a holding element 1067 to hold a substrate in the process 
chamber (Figure 10); a removal liquid supply element 1075 to supply said removal liquid 
to said substrate; and a shutter 1059 disposed in a transport area for said substrate that 
extends from a cassette C to said process chamber, said cassette housing said 
substrate W. 
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The cassette C holds the substrates arranged in a stack with gaps (Paragraph 
108), and would therefore inherently allow at least partially for the transmission of light 
through said gaps. This rejection is based on the fact the apparatus structure taught 
above has the inherent capability of being used in the manner intended by the 
Applicant. When a rejection is based on inherency, a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 or 
U.S.C. 103 is appropriate. (See In re Fitzgerald 205 USPQ 594 or MPEP 21 12). 

In regards to Claim 3, Sugimoto et al. teaches a plurality of shutters 1059 
arranged in a plurality of locations in said transport area (at the entrances to various 
processing chambers 1051; Figure 9). The clearance between said plurality of shutters 
is greater than the size of the substrate in the direction of transport, to allow the 
substrate to pass between the processing chambers 1051 . (Figure 9) 

In regards to Claims 1 and 3, Sugimoto et al. does not expressly teach that the 
shutters 1059 are made of a light-blocking material to allow them to block light. 

Ettinger et al. teaches that the plates 36A, 36B of a shutter (Figure 2) should be 
made of aluminum or stainless steel. (Column 8, Lines 26-30) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
apparatus taught by Sugimoto et al. to form all of the shutters of aluminum or stainless 
steel, as taught by Ettinger et al. The motivation for making such a modification, as 
taught by Ettinger et al. (Column 8, Lines 26-30), would have been to form the shutters 
of exemplary chemical-resistant material. 

The solid metal shutters taught by the combination of Sugimoto et al. and 
Ettinger et al. would inherently be capable of blocking light from passing through when 
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the shutters were in a closed position. This rejection is based on the fact the apparatus 
structure taught above has the inherent capability of being used in the manner intended 
by the Applicant. When a rejection is based on inherency, a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
102 or U.S.C. 103 is appropriate. (See In re Fitzgerald 205 USPQ 594 or MPEP 21 12). 

In regards to Claim 2, the wall 1065 provided with shutter 1059 forms an optically 
closed area enclosing the process chamber 1051. 

The solid metal shutter taught by the combination of Sugimoto et al. and Ettinger 
et al. would inherently block light passing through said transport area into the chamber. 
This rejection is based on the fact the apparatus structure taught above has the inherent 
capability of being used in the manner intended by the Applicant. When a rejection is 
based on inherency, a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 or U.S.C. 103 is appropriate. (See 
In re Fitzgerald 205 USPQ 594 or MPEP 21 1 2). 

In regards to Claim 4, see the discussion of Claim 3. 

In regards to Claim 5, the shutters 1059 are disposed in a transfer opening of 
each process chamber 1051. The shutters taught by the combination of Sugimoto et al. 
and Ettinger et al. would inherently block light passing through the transfer opening into 
the process chamber when in a closed position. This rejection is based on the fact the 
apparatus structure taught above has the inherent capability of being used in the 
manner intended by the Applicant, When a rejection is based on inherency, a rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. 102 or U.S.C. 103 is appropriate. (See In re Fitzgerald 205 USPQ 594 
or MPEP 2112). 
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In regards to Claim 8, the elements 1059 are openable shutters, (ex. Paragraph 

157) 

In regards to Claims 19 and 20, the substrate processing apparatus taught by 
Sugimoto et al. can be used to remove an organic polymer caused by the 
transformation of a resist and formed by performing dry etching of a thin film on the 
substrate with use of the resist as a mask. (Paragraphs 7 and 8) 
4. Claims 6, 7, and 9-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugimoto et al. in view of Ettinger et al. as applied to claims 1 
and 3 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent 6,009,890 to Kaneko et al. 

The teachings of Sugimoto et al. and Ettinger et al. were discussed above. 

In regards to Claims 6, 7, 9, and 13, Sugimoto et al. additionally teaches a 
second process chamber 1091 directed to a different process, and a substrate transport 
mechanism in a relay section (substrate transporting mechanisms 1053, 1093 and 
delivery stand 1071) to transport said substrate between the different process 
chambers. Note that the combination of Sugimoto et al. and Ettinger et al. teaches an 
inherently light-blocking shutter at the opening of each process chamber, as discussed 
above. 

The combination of Sugimoto et al. and Ettinger et al. does not expressly teach 
an indexer section, a first gate section between the indexer section and the relay 
section, a second gate section between the relay section and an optically closed 
process section enclosing the process chambers, or first and second light blocking 
sections in the first and second gate sections. 
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Kaneko et al. teaches a processing apparatus (Figure 25) comprising an indexer 
section 2, a relay section 4, and a process section 3, with a first shuttered gate section 
102 between the indexer section and the relay section, and a second shuttered gate 
section 103 between the relay section and the closed process section enclosing 
process chambers 51 , 52. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
combination of Sugimoto et al. and Ettinger et al. to include an indexer section, a first 
gate section between the indexer section and the relay section, a second gate section 
between the relay section and a closed process section enclosing the process 
chambers, and first and second shutters in the first and second gate sections. The 
motivation for making these modifications, as taught by Kaneko et al. (Column 16, Lines 
3-25), would have been to allow an open type carrier having no lid to be used to 
transport multiple substrates. In other words, providing the gated sections would protect 
the substrates from any process proceeding in any other section. This benefit would 
also apply even if only one substrate were transferred at a time. 

It also would have been obvious to form all of the shutters of aluminum or 
stainless steel, as discussed above to be taught by Ettinger et al. (Column 8, Lines 26- 
30) The motivation for making such a modification, as taught by Ettinger et al. (Column 
8, Lines 26-30), would have been to form the shutters of exemplary chemical-resistant 
material. 

The solid metal shutters taught by the combination of Sugimoto et al., Ettinger et 
al., and Kaneko et al. would inherently be capable of blocking light from passing through 
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each sectionwhen the shutters were in a closed position. This rejection is based on the 
fact the apparatus structure taught above has the inherent capability of being used in 
the manner intended by the Applicant. When a rejection is based on inherency, a 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 or U.S.C. 103 is appropriate. (See In re Fitzgerald 205 
USPQ 594 orMPEP2112). 

In regards to Claim 10, see the discussion of Claim 1 above. 

In regards to Claim 1 1 , see the discussion of Claim 6. 

In regards to Claim 12, Sugimoto et al. teaches that the second process chamber 
1091 performs a drying process on a substrate after it is subjected to organic matter 
removal in process chamber 1051. (Paragraphs 157 and 159) 

In regards to Claim 14, the shutters 1059 taught by Sugimoto et al. are 
individually controlled openable shutters, and would be capable of being so controlled 
as not to open concurrently. (Paragraph 157) Moreover, Kaneko et al. teaches that 
only one shutter should be opened at a time. (Column 16, Lines 3-26) 

This rejection is based on the fact the apparatus structure taught above has the 
inherent capability of being used in the manner intended by the Applicant. When a 
rejection is based on inherency, a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 or U.S.C. 103 is 
appropriate. (See In re Fitzgerald 205 USPQ 594 or MPEP 21 12). 
5. Clainfi 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sugimoto et al. in view of Ettinger et al. as applied to claim 1 abovBi and further in 
view of U.S. Patent 6,403,925 to Johnsgard et al. 

The teachings of Sugimoto et al. and Ettinger et al. were discussed above. 
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The combination of Sugimoto et al. and Ettinger et al. does not expressly teach a 
viewing window for viewing the inside of the process chamber. 

Johnsgard et al. teaches a viewing window 505 in chamber wall 502. (Figure 5) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
combination of Sugimoto et al. and Ettinger et al. to provide a viewing window in the 
process chamber. The motivation for doing so, as taught by Johnsgard et al. (Column 
9, Lines 59-65), would have been to allow the substrate to be processed to be viewed in 
situ, 

6. Claims 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sugimoto et al. in view of Ettinger et a!., and further in view of Johnsgard et 
al. as applied to Claim 15 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent 6,866,745 to 
Kim. 

The teachings of Sugimoto et al., Ettinger et al., and Johnsgard et al. were 
discussed above. 

In regards to Claims 16 and 17, the combination of Sugimoto et al., Ettinger et 
al., and Johnsgard et al. discussed above does not expressly teach an illumination 
element or a window-open prohibiting element. 

Kim teaches that an illumination element 230 can be provided in a chamber with 
a viewing window (in chamber wall hollow 206a), as broadly recited in Claim 16. 
(Figure 3A) 

Johnsgard et al. teaches that the viewing window 505 can be provided with a 
window-open prohibiting element (a nontransmissive plate] Column 9, Lines 65-67). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
combination of Sugimoto et al., Ettinger et aL, and Johnsgard et al., to include an 
illumination element and a window-open prohibiting element. The motivation for 
including an illumination element, as taught by Kim (Column 8, Lines 4-5), would have 
been to light up the inside of the chamber. The motivation for including a window-open 
prohibiting element, as taught by Johnsgard et al. (Column 9, Lines 65-67), would have 
been to allow the window to be covered for improved insulation. 

The illumination element taught by the combination of Sugimoto et al., Ettinger et 
al., Johnsgard et al., and Kim would be inherently capable of being switched on when 
the window was open and off when the window was closed, simply by turning the light 
on and off. Likewise, the window-open prohibiting element would be inherently capable 
of prohibiting the opening of the window during processing, simply by being in its closed 
postion. This rejection is based on the fact the apparatus structure taught above has 
the inherent capability of being used in the manner intended by the Applicant. When a 
rejection is based on inherency, a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 or U.S.C. 103 is 
appropriate. (See In re Fitzgerald 205 USPQ 594 or MPEP 21 12). 

In regards to Claim 18, Sugimoto et al. teaches that the removal liquid supply 
element 1075 is controlled by a valve 1077. Said valve would be capable of being 
actuated to prohibit supply of the removal liquid at least during a period of time that the 
viewing window was open, based on a signal from controller 1000. This rejection is 
based on the fact the apparatus structure taught above has the inherent capability of 
being used in the manner intended by the Applicant. When a rejection is based on 
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inherency, a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 or U.S.C. 103 is appropriate. (See In re 
Fitzgerald 205 USPQ 594 or MPEP 21 12). 



7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Maureen G. Arancibia whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 1219, The examiner can normally be reached on core hours of 10-5, Monday- 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Parviz Hassanzadeh can be reached on (571) 272-1435. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 
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